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August  27,  1975 
To  the  Honorable  the  Mayor: 

For  the  past  several  months  the  Finance  Comnission  has  conducted  an 
Investigation  of  work  performed  by  private  contractors  for  the  Property 
Division  of  the  Real  Property  Department  of  the  City  of  Boston. 

The  Real  Property  Department 
The  1975-76  operating  budget  for  the  Property  Division  of  the  Real 
Property  Department  is  $793,027.  The  Property  Division  has  eighteen 
employees  and  is  responsible  for  the  care,  custody,  control,  management  ^ 
and  sale  of  all  real  estate  belonging  to  the  City  which  is  not  held  by 
other  departments  for  specific  municipal  purposes.  It  is  also  the  division's 
duty  to  provide  off-street  parking  where  necessary  and  advisable. 

The  Property  Division  takes  custody  of  all  real  property  foreclosed 
for  non-payment  of  taxes.  It  inspects  all  newly  foreclosed  properties  and 
also  investigates  complaints  which  concern  any  property  under  its  control. 
Inspections  of  newly  foreclosed  property  and  investigations  in  response  to 
complaints  are  made  by  two  assistant  real  property  agents.  These  agents  then 
prepare  a  report  for  the  Commissioner  of  the  Real  Property  Department  which 
includes  a  recommendation  as  to  any  work  which  they  believe  advisable  to  be 
carried  out.  On  the  basis  of  these  reports  and  budgetary  considerations, 
the  Commissioner  then  decides  what  work  should  be  performed.  For  jobs  which 
cost  less  than  $500  the  Commissioner  chooses  which  contractor  is  to  receive  the 
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work,  and  he  is  notified  by  telephone.     Work  estimated  to  cost  in  excess  of-. 
$500  but  less  than  $2,000  is  subject  to  invitational  bids.     The  Commissioner 
decides  which  contractors  are  to  be  invited  to  bid.     Written  specifications 
for  the  work  to  be  performed  are  either  picked  up  at  the  department's  office 
by  the  contractor  or  are  issued  to  him  verbally  over  the  telephone.     When  the 
contractor  has  completed  the  work,  the  job  site  is  revisited  by  the  assistant 
real  property  agents.     One  of  them  must  certify  satisfactory  completion  of 
the  work  prior  to  payment. 

Selection  of  Private  Contractors 

The  Finance  Commission  has  discussed  in  detail  with  Commissioner 
Joanne  A.  Prevost  the  method  by  which  she  chooses  private  contractors.  She 
told  the  Corranission  that  she  selects  contractors  who  are  known  to  be  reliable 
for  the  type  of  work  to  be  performed  and  that  in  choosing  contractors  for  the 
different  types  of  work  involved  she  does  so  on  a  rotating  basis.  Comnissioner 
Prevost  also  informed  the  Commission  that  since  becoming  Commissioner  last 
fall  she  has  received  requests  from  additional  contractors  to  receive  Real 
Property  work  and  has  included  them  with  those  already  receiving  work  on  a 
rotating  basis. 

Since  the  selection  of  private  contractors  is  not  made  upon  the  basis 
of  any  written  list  or  formal  selection  process  it  has  not  been  possible  for 
the  Finance  Commission  to  determine  the  thoroughness  of  the  rotation  process 
used  by  Commissioner  Prevost.  However,  it  is  apparent  from  a  review  of  the 
service  orders  that  most  of  the  work  is  performed  by  only  a  few  contractors. 
Moreover,  a  review  of  the  service  orders  reveals  no  established  pattern  of 
rotating  contractors.  A  review  of  the  most  recent  service  orders  also  indicates 
that  the  new  contractors  taken  on  by  Commissioner  Prevost  have  not  resulted  in 
any  significant  redistribution  of  service  order  work.  The  Finance  Commission 
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has  reviewed  service  orders  submitted  by  the  Real  Property  Department  from 
December  1973  through  June  1974  relating  to  property  maintenance,  repairs, 
and  improvements  carried  out  by  private  contractors.  Table  A  below  lists  the 
twenty  contractors  receiving  the  largest  amount  of  service  order  work  from 
the  Real  Property  Department;  the  dollar  amount  of  work  they  received;  the 
number  of  individual  service  orders;  and  the  average  cost  of  each  order.* 


TABLE  A 


Contractor 

John  Pal  umbo  Co. 

P.  J.  Janis 

Atlantic  &  Pacific 
Construction  Co. 


Total  Amount 
$81,757.31 

47,023.59 

43,151.38 
36,737.44 


Mullen  Bros. 

Suffolk  Erection  Co.,  Inc.  31,335.68 

Pueco,  Inc.  19,031.08 

Clifford  Const.  Co.,  Inc.  14,612.87 

Esquire  P  &  H  Co.,   Inc.  10,846.32 

Geo.  Robbins  &  Co.,   Inc.  9,582.87 

G.  P.  &  Son  Painting  Co.  9,197.50 
O'Donnell  &  Egan  Const.  Co.  8,156.96 

H.  N.  Const.  Co.  8,057.61 


Number  Of 
Orders 

72 

111 

93 
76 
45 
32 
31 
49 
64 

7 

8 
22 


Average  Cost 
Per  Order 

$1,135.52 

423.64 

463.99 
483.39 
696.25 
594.72 
471.38 
221.35 
149.73 
1,313.93 
1,019.62 
366.26 


♦Pursuant  to  a  March  13,  1975,  vote  of  the  Finance  Commission,  an  investigation 
was  cenducted  into  the  contributions  by  contractors  doing  business  with  the 
City  of  Boston  to  the  Kevin  H.  White  Democratic  Unity  Conmittee,  the  Mayor's 
reelection  fundraising  organization.     In  the  course  of  reviewing  work  dene  by 
private  contractors  for  the  Real   Property  Department  the  Finance  Commission  has 
found  that  eighteen  of  the  contractors  listed  on  Table  A  above  have  made 
contributions  to  the  Mayor's  real ecti en  fund.     This  fact,  together  with  the 
subjective  manner  in  which  the  contractors  are  selected,  indicates  the  potential 
for  political  favoritism  in  the  selection  of  contractors. 
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Contractor 

Total  Amount 

Number  of 
Orders 

Average  Cost 
Per  Order 

Allstate  Vinyl  Wall- 
coverings, Inc. 

$7,677.00 

5 

$1 

,535.40 

John  J.  Murray,  Cont. 

7.603.77 

14 

543.13 

James  Devaney  Fuel  Co., 
Inc. 

6,588.34 

48 

137.26 

Dorchester  Plate  & 
Window  Glass  Co. 

6,189.67 

22 

281.35 

Consolidated  Elevator 
Co.,  Inc. 

6,036.00 

31 

194.71 

Pennsylvania  Oil  Co. 

5,969.60 

18 

331 .64 

Albre  Karble  &  Tile  Co. 
Inc. 

5,827.08 

3 

1 

,942.36 

S.  J.  Kingston 

4,857.34 

12 

404.78 

TOTALS 

$370,239.41 

763 

12 

.710.41 

The  contractors  listed  above  provide  various  services.  However,  ther,e 
appears  to  be  little  competition  for  each  type  of  work.  In  the  course  of  the 
Commission's  investigation  it  has  become  apparent  that  it  always  is  the  same 
contractors  who  receive  most  of  the  service  order  work  in  their  given  field. 
The  boarding  up  of  abandoned  buildings  which  certainly  is  not  specialized 
work  is  usually  given  out  to  no  more  than  six  companies.  The  clearing  of 
vacant  lots  generally  goes  to  only  two  or  three  contractors.  The  clearing 
of  City  owned  parking  lots  usually  is  awarded  to  one  contractor  on  a  service 
order  basis  but  in  annual  amounts  which  greatly  exceed  $2,000. 

The  Finance  Commission  has  questioned  a  number  of  the  contractors  who 
perform  work  for  the  Real  Property  Department  and  found  that  one  contractor, 
S.  J.  Kingston  always  subcontracts  out  work  he  receives  from  the  Real  Property 
Department.  A  second  contractor,  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Construction  Company, 
subcontracts  out  some  of  its  Real  Property  work.  In  view  of  the  uncomplicated 
nature  of  the  work  involved,  the  Finance  Commission  cannot  understand  why  this 


arrangement  should  be  permitted.     It  can  only  increase  costs. 

Failure  to  Observe  Formal  and  Informal  Bidding  Requirements 

It  has  been  a  long  standing  policy  of  the  Administrative  Services 
Department  that  at  least  three  written  invitational  bids  be  obtained  for  work 
estimated  to  cost  between  $500  and  $1,999.     The  City  Auditor  also  requires 
that  a  copy  of  the  three  bids  be  attached  to  service  orders  submitted  in 
excess  of  $500. 

Section  30  of  the  City  Charter  requires  that  any  work  estimated  to  cost 
in  excess  of  $2,000  must  be  publicly  advertised. 

The  Finance  Cottmission's  review  of  service  orders  submitted  by  the 
Real  Property  Department  from  December  1973  through  June  1974  shows  1007 
service  orders  issued  at  a  total  cost  of  $453,215.97.     The  following  table 
is  an  analysis  of  the  range  in  cost  of  those  1007  service  orders. 

TABLE  B 


Range  in  the  Cost 
of  Service  Orders 

Under  100 

100-199 

200-299 

300-399 

400-449 

450-499 

500-599 

600-699 

700-799 

800-899 

900-999 


Number  Of 
Service  Orders 

148 

168 

123 

119 

73 

269 

2 

2 

0 

1 

5 


Totals 


$8,113.62 

24 

,389.88 

30 

,721.81 

42, 

,329.43 

31: 

,350.98 

128, 

,271.90 

1, 

,163.95 

1, 

,333.46 

833.00 
4,820.46 


Lack  of  Realistic  Cost  Estimates 
The  initial  estimate  as  to  whether  a  job  will  cost  less  than  $500  or  more 
than  $500  but  less  than  $2,000  currently  is  mady  by  assistant  real  property 
agent  Thomas  DeRosa.  Commissioner  Prevost  told  the  Finance  Commission  that  in 
accordance  with  a  new  department  practice,  contractors  are  told  the  estimated 
cost  and  they  are  given  the  work  only  on  the  condition  that  they  will  not  exceed 
the  estimated  amount.  However,  a  review  of  Table  B  indicates  that  this 
announced  policy  is  open  to  doubt.  Moreover,  one  of  the  contractors  whom  the 
Finance  Commission  questioned  stated  that  when  he  is  given  jobs  no  prices 
are  mentioned,  but  he  knows  that  according  to  department  practice  the  bill 
must  be  less  than  $500.  The  yery   large  number  of  service  orders  listed  on 
Table  B  ranging  between  $450  and  $499  would  indicate  that  contractors  are 
charging  the  maximum  possible  amount  for  jobs  estimated  to  cost  less  than  $500. 

Noncompliance  With  Established  Auditing  Department  Procedures 
Every  service  order  must  be  approved  by  the  Auditing  Department  for 
availability  of  funds  prior  to  conmencement  of  work.  The  vendor's  copy  of  a 
service  order  states  that  the  order  is  not  valid  until  approved  by  the 
Auditing  Department.  If  a  service  order  is  commenced  or  completed  before 
the  order  is  approved  then  the  City  is  not  legally  obligated  to  pay.  However, 
vendors  of  the  Real  Property  Department  have  repeatedly  been  permitted  to 
perform  their  work  before  authorization  has  been  obtained  from  the  Auditor. 
This  practice  cannot  continue.  As  well  as  being  improper  procedurally,  it 
leads  to  budgetary  problems  because  work  is  performed  when  funds  in  the 
appropriate  account  have  been  expended. 


Range  In  the  Ccst  Number  Of 

of  Service  Orders  Service  Orders  Total s 

1000-1099  1  1,030.00 

1100-1199  4  5,695.34 

1200-1299  1  1,262.25 

1300-1399  3  5,405.40 

1400-1499  2  2,965.05 

1500-1599  3  4,635.90 

1600-1699  3  4,976,80 

1700-1799  5  8,759.38 

1800-1899  13  24,400.60 

1900-1949  30  57,871.29 

1950-1999  32  62.875.47 

TOTAL  1007  $453,215.97 

« 

Table  B  shows  a  disproportionately  large  number  of  service  orders  falling 
just  below  $500  and  $2,000,  whereas  a  small  percentage  of  service  orders  were 
submitted  In  amounts  ranging  from  $500  to  $1,800. 

Three  hundred  forty-two  service  orders  were  Issued  in  amounts  between 
$400  -  $499  and  269  of  those  were  in  excess  of  $450.  However,  only  ten  service 
orders  were  submitted  in  amounts  between  $500  -  $1,000.  These  figures  Indicate 
that  the  Real  Property  Department  is  circumventing  the  invitational  bid  policy 
of  the  Administrative  Services  Department. 

It  is  also  Important  to  note  that  the  Real  Property  Department  has  boarded 
up  buildings  and  cleared  and  Improved  vacant  lots  entirely  on  a  non-bid  basis. 
Table  B  as  well  as  a  check  of  recent  service  orders  shows  that  numerous  orders 
were  Issued  for  amounts  just  under  $2,000.  This  practice  appears  to  evade  the 
spirit  of  Section  30  of  the  Boston  City  Charter. 


Before  a  contractor  is  paui  for  v/orK  dune  for  the  City  of  Boston  on  a 

service  order  basis,  that  vjork   is  -,;is:^ctc?d.     On  each  service  order  there  is 

an  "Inspection  and  Completion  tertrr^catu"  v/ivxh  states: 

"I. certify  that  trc- ^-;  r'  ;:.::'    •pec-^fied  above  have  been 
performed  and  ■incit:.  .>  :  <-  .  ,.  -::x:  dates  specified, 

that  quantities  of  nie'.arvi'ii  arv:  correct,  and  that 
performance  iind  'iuf^n-;;,  ;:,;v  i^itis-^^ictory  except  as  noted." 

Prior  to  authorizatior.  ^  f  pr;"  rt   .,\   rho  Auditing  Department,  this 
certificate  must  be  dated  and  sumcu.     i'^ost  Real   Property  Department  service 
orders  reviewed  by  the  Finenct;  s;;^,,,-:;:,':  iion  were  signed  by  Mr.  DeRosa.     However, 
the  date  accompanying  his  ^.UpoZurv   ;;  the  oate  at  the  time  of  his  signing 
rather  than  the  time  of  h-is  •.nsptct'on.       In  addition  each  order  must  be 
a  p  p  ro  y e  d  by  t  he  C  onm  i  s  s  i  c ;  .  > 

Currently  the  Property  i.i- vi^,' . n  of  the  Real   Property  Department  has  five 
assistant  real   property  ayei  i,,     >  i  .  •  ;.w.   c.iv  assigned  to  inspect  foreclosed 
real  estate,  investigate  cornpldir.tL-  ind  cerztfy  completed  work  for  each  service 
order.     These  two  men  worrc  as  d  ■.■.e-fii,  onci  it  is  their  function  to  perform 
the  preliminary  inspectioru!,   wt  .  f    ■..       .  :  s    ,  ,;riivicus]y.     Mr.  DeRosa  explained 
that  he  and  his  partner  acterr,^Ju  1,0  criucK  vtork  performed  by  private  contractors 
within  two  days  after  he  rL;Ck;:-ives  ncr/ifica'con  of  completion.     However,  he 
explained  that  their  joi:      ■  ,.  cult  i;ecause  contractors  do  not  always 

immediately  notify  him  vvher.  ":!:-.,'  Ojicrriitv  tfieir  work.     Mr.   DeRosa  also  said 
that  the  Real   Property  DepartriX-n'/ ;;  v;,r-,f-icdticn  of  contractors'   performance 
is  made  more  difficult  by  vancias  ,  .r;;  .,ra,  dumping  upon  City  owned  lots.     He 
listed  a  number  of  instances  vrnt-c  cleaning  of  a  lot  or  boarding  up  of  a 
building  is  almost  immediately  undone  Decause  of  vandalism  or  dumping. 


The  Finance  Conmission  hd:.  m.i  e.-V-ii  ,itjn»iious  sites  of  City  owned 
property  where  work  was  performed  by  private  contractors.  These  inspections 
revealed  a  significant  number  of  -^nstanct-^s  in  tvhich  work  did  not  comply 
with  specifications,  was  incomplete  or  v/as  overbilled.  In  the  course  of 
the  investigation  the  commission's  staif   ta'iKed  with  many  abutters  and 
neighbors  to  the  properties  in  question.  Below  are   examples  of  what  was 
discovered: 

(a)  9  Belden  Street,  Oorct-s  ..  ;•  -  Tnf-  service  order  for  this  site 
called  for  boarding  up,  securinc  gqa-pst  trespass  and  removal  of  all  rubbish 
and  debris  in  and  around  the  site.  Tho  Real  Property  Department  requires 
all  contractors  to  follow  detailed  BurminQ  Department  regulations  for 
boarding  up  abandoned  buiu'inf  ;   7   e  ■■r  :-r!OTents  were  not  comnlied  with 
in  full.  Moreover,  although  the  oroer  stated  that  all  rubbish  and  debris, 
were  to  be  removed,  this  was  no'.  tiGnc, 

(b)  42  Holborn  Street,  RoxiTjry  -  Trie  service  order  for  this  site  called 
for  cleaning  up  the  lot  in  thp  rear  nf  the  building.  Upon  inspecting  the 
site,  the  Finance  Commission  iou-\C   ■.,,;,  c-e  contractor  had  removed  the  debris 
as  stated  but  that  a  garage  in  tne  rear   of  the  lot  was  filled  with  debris 
and  boarded  up.  The  Finance  Commissio;-!  heard  conflicting  explanations  for 
this  condition.  An  abutter  lo!..;  r  c  r'.ni  ss  inri  that  she  had  initiated  the 
original  complaint  to  the  Real  Prii.er;:/  Dfipartment.  She  stated  that  she 

had  seen  the  contractor  clean  up  che  oehns  from  the  site  and  dump  it  in 
the  garage.  She  further  statea  tna\,  bh'":  had  immediately  informed  the 
Department  that  the  debris  was  reing  dumped  in  the  garage  but  that  nothing 
further  happened.  Mr.  DeRosa.  who  mbpectea  che  site,  told  the  commission 
that  the  site  had  been  clean  ano  -che  garane  empty  at  the  time  of  his  insnectinn. 


The  contractor  told  the  cora'ilssiiin  thflt  the  qarane  had  been  full  of  debris 
when  he  cleaned  the  site  and  ^'iai  vvru:n  no  svurted  to  clean  out  the  aaraqe 
he  was  warned  not  to  by  a  person  who  claimed  ownership.  The  contractor 
further  stated  that  he  informed  Mr.  OeRosa  that  he  had  not  been  able  to 
clean  out  the  garage. 

(c)  24  Norwell  Street,  Porchestcr  -  Th-Js  order  involved  the  boarding 
and  cleaning  up  of  the  buildinq  at  ?A   Non«'ell  Street.  On  an  inspection, 
the  Finance  Commission  observed  that  the  boarding  u^  took  nlace  as  stated 
but  that  much  debris  which  clearly  existed  firior  to  the  nerformancc  of  the 
job  remained. 

(d)  31  Stanley  Street,  Dorchester  -  The  service  order  for  this  site 
called  for  cleaning  up  a  vacant  lot.  A  clean  uo  was  done  on  this  vacant 
lot,  but  the  Finance  Commission  believes  it  was  done  at  an  extremely 
inflated  price. 

« 

Clifford  Construction  Company,  Inc.'s  bill  for  this  site  listed  labor 
costs  as  $365  and  materials  cost  as  $70.  Hani  el  P.  Clifford,  the  owner 
of  the  company,  estimated  to  the  Finance  Cnmmission  that  he  had  three  men 
work  about  a  full  day,  and  had  &  aun^'^  •'■."•uck  :•:  ■  this  site. 

A  woman  who  watched  the  clean  uo  tnici  the  Finance  Commission  that  two 
men  from  Clifford  Construction  arrived  ,!t  8:30  a.m.,  worked  until  noon, 
and  took  a  half  hour  break.  Shp  said  they  removed  from  the  lot  oaper,  glass 
and  old  cardboard  boxes.  She  concluciea  the  men  could  not  have  worked  more 
than  four  hours. 

(e)  Corner  of  Mt.  Everett  Street  and  Ouincy  Street,  Dorchester  -  This 
vacant  lot  is  about  100  yards  from  3"l  Stanw^y  Street,  the  site  of  the 
preceeding  service  order,  which  was  also  dated  May  2,  1975. 


The  lot  has  been  vacant  for  some  time,  and  accordinn  to  neinhbors, 
youths  often  drink  beer  there,  'ledys   caps  ano  break  hottles.  A  neinhbor 
across  the  street  told  the  Finance  CoiniTiission  that  Clifford  Construction 
workers  came  for  a  few  hours  and  cleaned  un  some  of  the  glass  and  debris 
on  the  lot. 

Mr.  Clifford  charged  the  department  $365  for  labor  which  he  estimated 
to  be  three  men  working  about  a  full  6&y,   and  SRO  for  materials  which 
Clifford  said  included  one  durap  truck,  dfimplnq  fees,  rakes,  tools  and  lime, 

(f)  771-773  East  Fifth  Street,  South  Boston  -  The  service  order  for 
this  site  called  for  the  removal  of  all  debris  at  the  rear  of  the  site.  Two 
men  who  reside  behind  the  prooerty  stated  that  they  observed  the  entire  clean 
up.  They  told  the  Finance  Commission  that  two  Clifford  Construction  workers 
with  two  small  trucks  vvorked  four  hours,  and  removed  some  brush,  naner  and 
beer  cans.  According  to  the  observers,  the  tv;o  laborers  did  not  remove 
any  broken  glass,  bricks  and  rocks,  but  nlaced  the  rocks  on  the  side  of  the 
property.  The  lot  was  a  small  area,  anproximately  1800  square  feet. 
Mr.  Clifford  charged  the  City  $390  for  labor  and  $185  fnr  materials,  ''hen 
asked  how  many  men  and  for  how  many  hours  they  worked  at  this  site, 
Mr.  Clifford  could  not  remember. 


RecoiTTnendations 
The  Finance  Commissior!  beneves  that  maintenance  of  City  owned  property  can 
be  inproved  and  at  a  STQnlficdntly  li  wer  cus^.  oy  changing  certain  existing 
administrative  practices  and  by   using  zhe   formal  bid  procedure  as  much  as 
possible.  The  conmission's  specvnc  recorrimenoations  are  as  follows: 

1.  Much  boarding  up  and  site  clearance  work  now  performed  on  an  individual 
service  order  basis  by  private  contractors  could  be  performed  pursuant  to 
publicly  bid  contracts „  Contracts  could  be  let  for  periods  of  time  and  cover 
specific  districts  of  the  City.  Bids  could  be  submitted  for  each  district  on  a 
unit  price  system  based  upon  set  hourly  rates.  The  contract  could  include  a 
guarantee  that  the  contractor  would  perform  within  a  set  time  period  (e.g.  48  or 
72  hours).  If,  as  a  result  of  a  court  order  or  otherwise,  a  legitimate  emergency 
situation  arose  and  the  contractor  could  not  meet  the  lessened  time  requirements, 
that  particular  job  could  be  given  out  on  a  service  order  basis  to  one  of  a 
rotating  group  of  contractors.  Not  only  would  such  a  consolidation  of  individual 
jobs  into  publicly  advertised  contracts  confer  the  advantages  of  increased 
competition,  but  it  would  allow  contractors  to  plan  their  work  and  perform  it 
more  economically. 

In  the  past  the  Real  Property  Department  has  claimed  that  it  would  not  be 
possible  to  consolidate  individual  projects  because  so  many  of  them  must  be  per- 
formed on  an  emergency  basis.  However,  one  contractor  told  the  Finance  Commission 
that  whenever  possible  he  allows  Real  Property  jobs  to  accumulate  until  he  per- 
forms them  all  at  the  same  time.  The  fact  that  this  contractor  is  able  to 
accunwlate  Real  Property  Jobs  indicated  that  the  department  could  adopt  this 
procedure  on  a  formal  basis. 

2.  The  Finance  Conmiission  understands  from  Commissioner  Prevost  that  the 
Real  Property  Department  has  recently  instituted  a  system  of  pre-work  cost 
estimates.  The  Finance  Commission  recommends  that  these  estimates  be  subject  to 
periodic  spot  checks.  The  Finance  Corrmission  also  believes  that  cost  estimates 
for  non-bid  work  should  not  be  the  pennanent  responsibility  of  only  one  employee. 


3.  The  selection  method  for  cnntrcictors  is  seriously  deficient.  The 
Real  Pronerty  Departnent  shouln  irr  ;  vei^y  iJror>are  a  nublic  card  file  nf 
available  qualified  contractors,  siirrilar  to  that  maintained  by  the  Department 
of  Planning  and  Engineering.  The  oepartnent  should  establish  a  contract 
selection  procedure  which  would  nrevent  favoritism  in  awarding  non-bid 

jobs,  especially  those  awarded  on  an  invitational  bid  basis.  Standard 
application  forms  should  be  nrnpared  for   nersons  who  wish  to  be  considered 
as  available,  qualified  contractors.  The  department  should  solicit  actively 
additional  contractors  includinQ  contractors  from  neiqhborhoods  where  the 
work  is  to  be  performed.  One  of  the  justifications  given  to  the  Finance 
Commission  for  the  high  labor  costs  of  projects  performed  for  the  Real 
Property  Department  was  that  the  contractors  had  to  use  sufficient  employees 
to  assure  their  nersonnl  ;ia""  ■::y  ,-;!;.!  -nr^veit  HquTpnent  loss.  The  use  of 
neighborhood  contractors  might  allevirite  this  oroblen. 

4.  The  Finance  Commission  suggests  that  the  Real  Pronerty  Oenartment 
explore  the  possibility  of  using  Comprehensive  Fmnloyment  Training  Act  (CET'^) 
employees  in  maintaining  and  clearing  its  property.  This  would  be  far  less 
expensive  than  sole  reliance  upon  private  contractors  (with  costs  averaqina 
$10  an  hour  for  unskilled  laborers)  but  also  would  use  available  CETA 
manpower  efficiently. 

5.  The  job  specifications  and  the  vendors'  invoices  should  both  be  more 
detailed  and  more  accurate,  to  assure  that  the  required  work  is  described 
adequately  and  to  enable  the  department  to  verify  billed  costs.  In  some 
instances  the  Finance  Commission  was  unable  to  determine  from  reading  the  job 
specifications  which  lot  was  to  be  worked  unon.  In  other  instances  vendors' 
invoices  grossly  exaggerated  the  work  performed,  referring  in  one  instance 

to  the  retroval  of  a  300  foot  tree  and  in  other  instances  to  the  clearing  of 
lots  which  were  overstated  as  to  size. 


6.  The  present  law  (G.L.  c,270,  i,s  16~16A)  prohibiting  the  disposal  of 
refuse  on  public  or  private  property  provides  for  a  non-criirinal  penalty 

of  $20.  This  amount  is  less  than  the  dumping  charges  paid  by  private  contractors 
of  the  Real  Property  Department.  In  view  of  this  totally  deficient  law,  which 
apparently  is  rarely  enforced,  unlawful  dumping  in  the  City  of  Boston  makes 
economic  good  sense.  To  assur'e  that  contractors  removing  trash  from  Real 
Property  lots  do  not  dump  it  illegally  the  Real  Property  Department  should  re- 
quire the  submission  of  dump  receipts  with  every  invoice  involving  trash  removal. 
The  Finance  Commission  will  reconmend  to  the  Governor  and  to  the  General  Court 
that  illegal  dumping  penalties  be  increased. 

7.  At  present  all  the  contractors  for  Real  Property  use  private  dumps  at 
a  condiderable  cost  to  the  City.  The  Finance  Commission  suggests  that  in  the 
future,  when  the  City  has  solved  its  incinerator  problem,  the  Real  Property 
Department  explore  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  the  possibility  of  having 
private  contractors  use  the  City's  West  Roxbury  dump  when  clearing  City  owned 
lots.  Such  use  should  result  in  significant  savings  for  the  Real  Property 
Department. 

8.  This  report  has  detailed  several  areas  in  which  the  Real  Property 
Department  has  failed  to  follow  legal  and  administrative  requirentents.  The 
department  should: 

a.  comply  with  the  contract  requirements  of  section  30  of  the  City  Charter 
and  the  invitational  bid  policy  of  the  Administrative  Services  Department; 

b.  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Auditor's  Department  that  no  work 
be  commenced  until  the  Auditor's  Department  has  approved  the  availability  of 
funds. 

9.  The  Real  Property  Department  could  improve  its  inspection  practices  by: 

a.  assigning  persons  to  Inspect  individually  except  where  special 
circumstances  require  more  than  one  inspector.  The  present  practice  of  having 
all  inspections  made  by  a  two  nan  team  wastes  manpower  and  is  not  consistent 
with  the  practices  of  other  City  departments. 

b.  dating  the  "Inspection  and  Completion  Certificate"  at  the  time  of 
inspection  rather  than  at  the  time  of   signing,  and  maintaining  in  the  Department's 
files  copies  of  the  inspector's  written  inspection  report; 


c.  requiring  all  contractors  to  notify  the  department  immediately  upon 
commencement  of  work  as  well  as  upon  its  completion.  This  will  enable  the 
department  inspectors  to  make  spot  checks  while  the  work  is  being  performed  and 
to  verify  completion  before  there  has  been  any  change  in  the  condition  of  the 
property. 

10.  The  Finance  Commission  has  found  that  some  properties  have  had  the 
same  or  similar  work  performed  upon  them  repeatedly  and  sometimes  at  widely 
differing  prices.  The  commission  recommends  that  the  Real  Property  Department 
maintain  a  file  for  each  job  site  which  would  contain  a  history  of  the  work 
performed.  Such  a  record  will  not  only  offer  cost  comparisons  but  will  assist 
the  department  to  determine  whether  other  alternative  action,  such  as  demolition, 
may  be  advisable. 

Abandoned  property  is  a  menance  to  the  City  of  Boston.  The  Finance  Commission 
issued  a  report  on  this  subject  in  November  of  1970.  Since  that  time  tax  fore- 
closures have  continued  unabated.  Thousands  of  additional  properties  are  subject 
to  tax  foreclosure. 

This  report  has  identified  problems  in  maintaining  and  administering  fore- 
closed and  other  properties  under  the  control  of  the  City.  Without  continuing 
vigilance  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  City  its  vacant  property  becomes  a 
blight  on  the  neighborhoods  of  Boston.  The  Finance  Commission  urges  that  its 
recorrenendations  be  acted  upon  without  delay. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Andrea  W.  Wasserman,  Chairman, 
Frederick  R.H.  Witherby,  Esq., 
William  A.  Davis,  Jr, ,  Esq,, 
Henry  B,  Wynn,  Esq, , 
Percy  C.  Wilson, 

THE  FINANCE  COMMISSION 


Peter  Hi am. 
Confidential  Secretary 
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